T H E K A T Z A N D S A L A T H E O R Y A N D I T S A P P L I C A T I O N T O A M E R I C A N S T A T E L E G I S L A T U R E S
Katz and Sala present a very clear explanation of their theory linking electoral reforms to the rise of committee property rights: This is our argument in a nutshell: The ballot changes raised the interest of members of Congress in institutional arrangements that would help them build personal reputations. Stable committee assignments give members the leeway and confidence they need to become policy experts within their committee jurisdictions. Policy experts are better equipped to claim credit and are more noteworthy position takers on policies within their committee's jurisdiction than are randomly selected members of Congress. Hence, a 'norm' of reappointing incumbents to their same committees would be consistent with a widespread desire for building a personal reputation. 3 Could this theory apply to state legislatures as well? At the time of the Australian ballot reform, state legislatures were important institutions in American political life. Politics at the state level mattered as much, or perhaps even more, to the average voter than did politics at the national level. 4 This was true because state legislatures made most of the policy decisions that influenced daily life. In addition, at this time state legislators elected US senators and many state legislative contests turned on the question of which senate candidate the state legislative candidate would support. 5 Newspaper coverage provides some evidence of the relative importance of state legislative elections. In 1908, for example, the New York Times printed thirty-two stories on US House campaigns in New York, eighteen stories on races for the lower house of the New York state legislature, and thirty-nine stories on New York state senate elections. 6 All of this gives us some reason to think that state legislators might have had the same electoral incentives to claim committee property rights as members of Congress did.
But is it really fair to compare the US House with state legislatures as legislative organizations at the beginning of the twentieth century? One the one hand, there were important similarities. Members of both institutions operated in the same electoral context, facing the same voters in the same elections backed by the same political parties. In addition, standing committee systems existed in both sorts of legislatures and those systems were similarly stable. During the time period examined by Katz and Sala the standing committee system in the US House was reasonably steady, with a few committees being added each session. 7 The same was true of standing committees in state legislatures. Over 96 per cent of the committees in the state legislative chambers we examine in this study carried over from one session to the next. So state legislators had the same stable committee structures in which they could assert committee property rights, as did their counterparts in the US House. 8 3 Katz and Sala, 'Careerism, Committee Assignments, and the Electoral Connection', p. 23. 4 8 Concerns may be raised that the adoption of the Australian ballot was exogenous to the US House but it was endogenous to state legislatures. The fear is that state legislators may have enacted the reforms for their own strategic electoral reasons, thus accounting for any differences in the appearance of committee property between the House and state legislatures. We do not find this concern to be compelling for two reasons. First, the historical record of the battles over the Australian ballot in the states shows that there was a range of motives on the part On the other hand, there were some significant differences between Congress and the state legislatures. Most notably, although Congress may not have been the career body it is now, its members had greater salary incentives to continue service than any state legislators. Thus, Congress enjoyed greater membership stability than most state legislatures. But it is critical for our study to note that financial incentives and membership stability rates varied greatly among the state legislatures. This variation provides us the statistical leverage needed to investigate the crucial relationship between chamber membership stability rates and committee retention rates.
C O M M I T T E E M E M B E R S H I P R E T E N T I O N R A T E S A C R O S S S T A T E L E G I S L A T I V E C H A M B E R S
The crux of Katz and Sala's test of their theory is the change or lack thereof in committee membership retention rates from session to session. They note that the major increase in US House committee reappointments occurred in the 1890s. Their committee membership retention data show 'Fewer than half of all assignments held by returning members were retained by those members in the next House during 1877-90, whereas nearly three-quarters were retained by incumbents between 1896 and 1910.' 9 This latter time period is after the introduction of the Australian ballot in most states.
Using 11 The range of committee retention rates is huge, from 12.5 per cent retention in the Georgia state senate to 98.2 per cent retention in the Virginia state senate. In only eight of the sixty-seven chambers, however, did the committee retention rate meet or exceed the 75 per cent figure for the US House. And the high rates for these eight chambers are somewhat deceptive; four of them are state senates either with a four-year term or where only a portion of the legislators stood for re-election in 1908. More significantly, in only nineteen of the sixty-seven cases is the committee reappointment rate equal to or greater than 50 per cent. Thus, in 1907-09, at a time by which committee property rights were firmly established in the US House, most state legislatures still had committee retention rates around the much lower figure posted by the US House before the Australian ballot reform was introduced.
The critical relationship posited by Katz and Sala is between the introduction of the Australian ballot and committee retention rates. But in their analysis, Katz and Sala treat the Australian ballot as being uniform across the states that adopted it. There were, however, variations in the design of the Australian ballot that have significant implications for their theory. When a state took responsibility for producing an official ballot, it had to decide how names, contests and party labels on the ballot would be organized. Most, but not all, of the first states that adopted the Australian ballot opted for the office bloc design, also known as the Massachusetts or blanket ballot. The office bloc ballot is designed so that the names of candidates are grouped together under the title of the office they are contesting. Most of the states that adopted the reform in later years organized their ballots using party columns, which came to be called the Indiana ballot.
12 Party column ballots place the names of candidates for various offices in a column under their respective party name. 13 Ultimately, the party column ballot became much more popular than the office bloc ballot across the states because it was more like the old party produced ballots and thus favoured by party organizations.
Politicians and knowledgeable observers at the time clearly understood the electoral consequences of the Australian ballot's different variations.
14 Ludington, for example, observed,
Since the chief object of the 'party column' ballot is to facilitate the voting of a 'straight ticket,' while 14 See, for example, Allen, 'The Multifarious Australian Ballot'.
that of the 'Massachusetts' ballot is to make the voters stop and think about each office in turn, it is natural that most of the States which have the former type of ballot provide specifically for the 'straight ticket' voting and that most of those which have the latter do not.
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Analysis of voting behaviour data from 1890 to 1908 confirms that ballot type differences influenced voting behaviour. 16 This difference is crucial to the Katz and Sala theory because only the office bloc ballot easily allowed for split-ticket voting, thus giving legislators substantial incentive to pursue committee property rights as a way of distinguishing themselves before the voters. In contrast, party column ballots, which made it much more difficult to split-ticket vote, gave legislators little reason to differentiate themselves from their parties and each other.
We know what ballot type was used in each state during the 1907 to 1909 period from data compiled at the time by Allen and Ludington.
17 A party column ballot was used in twenty-five states. Another thirteen states used office bloc ballots. The other reform states used party strip ballots, considered by Allen a variation on the party column ballot because of the difficulty of voting for candidates from different parties with them. 18 We categorize them as party column ballots. The effect that Katz and Sala were looking to find should be found in states with office column ballots, not those with party column ballots.
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As of 1909, five states had yet to adopt the Australian ballot in any form. 20 Of these states, four (Connecticut, Georgia, North Carolina and South Carolina) are in our study and one (New Jersey) is not included because of a lack of committee retention data. If the Australian ballot produced the effect suggested by Katz and Sala's theory, the committee retention rate for the legislative chambers in reform states, particularly those using office column ballots, should be significantly higher than that found in the non-reform states. Katz and Sala, 'Careerism, Committee Assignments, and the Electoral Connection', p. 24, make a passing reference to this important difference, 'A system that allows voters to evaluate and vote for candidates on an office-by-office, case-by-case basis encourages incumbents to invest more in their personal reputations than when voters cannot discriminate between individual candidates on a partisan slate.' They did not, however, distinguish between the two variations of the Australian ballot in their analysis. 20 It is widely agreed which states had not adopted the Australian ballot at this point in time. But, the ballot designs used in the non-reform states were not all the same. See Ludington, 'Present Status of Ballot Laws in the United States', pp. 255-6. 21 The late adopting states did not systematically differ from the states that adopted the Australian ballot. All eventually Other institutional differences among state legislative chambers might have influenced committee retention rates, as well. It is conceivable that committee retention rates are related to legislative chamber and membership size. The former is strongly suggested by the mean retention rate differences between upper and lower chambers reported earlier. The difference between chambers is likely to be the product of different term lengths -most, but not all, state senates had four-year terms, while most, but not all, lower houses had two-year terms. 22 Membership size is a related variable. Most state senates have half the number of members of the lower houses, almost all of the rest a third or fewer. If we assume that for all intents and purposes state senates and lower houses face the same workload, senates have far fewer members to handle it, meaning, of course, that each member has to shoulder a heavier load. This typically translates into more committee assignments per member compared to the lower house. Working from the relationship found in Congress, as members take on more committee assignments the value of each assignment declines. (This is, of course, the traditional view of the relative value of committee assignments to US representatives and senators.) Thus, we might hypothesize that as the size of a legislature increases, the value of each committee assignment increases because there are fewer of them per member. As the value of an assignment increases, the desire to retain the appointment may also increase. Indeed, Basehart reports some evidence that committee membership stability in state legislatures increases with the size of the legislative chamber.
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A series of regression equations with committee retention rate as the dependent variable and ballot reform types and other variables as controls are presented in Table 1 . Most notably, all of the coefficients for the Australian ballot types are substantively small and statistically insignificant. Moreover, retention rates in the eight chambers in states without the ballot reform are not statistically different from those that adopted the reform. Only the coefficient for legislative chamber is statistically significant, with committee retention rates being 14 per cent higher in state senates than in lower houses. 24 Clearly, the introduction of the Australian ballot did not lead to committee property rights emerging in state legislatures.
M E M B E R S H I P S T A B I L I T Y A N D C O M M I T T E E R E T E N T I O N R A T E S
Why did committee property rights fail to appear in state legislatures following the introduction of the Australian ballot as they had in the US House? One important difference between the House and state legislatures in the first decade of the twentieth century was membership stability. It seems reasonable to expect that committee retention rates vary with the membership stability. Indeed, the increasing retention rates in the US House reported in Katz and Sala appear to track well with that body's increasing membership stability. This is not surprising because as turnover decreases and members begin to accumulate seniority there is incentive for them to increase the certainty of how their careers within the legislature will unfold, one aspect of which might be the assertion of committee property rights. 25 In less stable institutions members have fewer reasons to retain assignments from session to session because the continual departure of members opens other opportunities. 26 The rate at which members returned to their legislative chambers varied dramatically across the states and between state legislatures and the US House at this time. In 1909, 23 per cent of US House members were starting their first term, a much lower figure than in almost any state legislative 24 Katz and Sala tested their theory using a longitudinal design in one legislative chamber. Given the differences in the Australian ballot design across the states and the significant variation in other key independent variables, particularly percentage of members returning to the chamber, we opted for a test using cross-sectional data. We doubt that time-series data for state legislative chambers during this period would document a rise of committee property rights for two reasons. First, in 73 per cent of the legislative chambers we studied committee retention rates were well under 50 per cent, meaning that legislators were more likely to take on new committee assignments than to keep old ones. Thus, any movement towards committee property rights in these chambers prior to 1909 would necessarily have been a very weak one at best. Secondly, even decades after the adoption of the Australian ballot the evidence for committee property rights in state legislatures is thin. Basehart, ' 26 Note that the concern with committee retention rates is driven by an assumption that committees play an important role in the legislative process. While this assumption has long been true in the US House, it has not always been the case in some state legislative chambers. During the first decade of the twentieth century, for example, rules in both houses in Massachusetts, the senate in Rhode Island, and the lower houses in Maine, Vermont and New Hampshire required that every bill referred to committee be reported back to the full chamber. See Reinsch, American Legislatures and Legislative Methods, p. 169. Where committees exercise no gate keeping power we would assume there would be little incentive to continue membership on any particular committee. This assumption may be drawn into question, however, by the fact that the committee retention rate in the Rhode Island Senate was comparable to that of the US House at the time, while the figure for the lower houses in Maine and New Hampshire exceeded the mean for all lower chambers. Only in the Vermont House did very few committee members retain their assignments. body. 27 Among the chambers in our study first-term members constituted a mean of 75 per cent of the membership of state lower houses and 54 per cent of state senates in 1909. 28 The variation across the states was phenomenal. Every member of the Vermont state Senate was new in 1909; a figure approached in the Georgia state Senate and the Delaware House of Representatives. Indeed, of the sixty-nine state legislative chambers for which we have data, fifty of them had at least 50 per cent new members in 1909, in twenty-five chambers 75 per cent or more of their members were new. Thus, in 1909 most state legislatures had far less stable memberships than did the US House.
We would, however, argue that the difference between the US House and state legislatures at this point in time is not the fundamental distinction between a careerist body and non-careerist bodies. There is considerable evidence that the House was not yet a career institution. In 1907, 40 per cent of US representatives were in only their first or second term and 77 per cent had served five or fewer terms. 29 Moreover, 63 per cent of all members of the House who served between 1901 and 1910 entered the body during that decade, the median career length during this time period was five years, and the median age at which members departed was 51 years old. 30 Those descriptions do not fit the profile of a career body. Indeed, House members at the beginning of the twentieth century did not think of themselves as careerists; they continued to pursue outside occupations because they did not see long-term service as financially viable. 31 Thus, the House and state legislative chambers at this time should be thought of as being distributed along a single membership stability continuum. The difference is that the House had a higher percentage of members returning than most state legislative chambers. But even that observation may not imply that the interests and calculations of members of the House and state legislatures were completely dissimilar. When Bianco, Spence and Wilkerson studied the electoral effects of the Compensation Act of 1816, they noted, 'It is one thing to argue that a congressional career was less attractive or less feasible in an earlier time than it is today, but another to conclude that members of the early Congress were unconcerned about the electoral consequences of their behavior.' 32 They demonstrated that voters held members accountable for their vote, even in the high turnover House of the early nineteenth century and that this influenced member behaviour. We think that argument can be extended to state legislators at the beginning of the twentieth century. We would assume that most state legislators were concerned about the electoral consequences of their behaviour, because all it takes to induce such concerns is a single future election. And there is evidence that by the first decade of the twentieth century many state legislators were seeking re-election and that average years of service in a number of state legislative chambers was beginning to increase. 33 Even if state legislative careers were only to be two terms, rather than the four-or five-term House career, the desire to win re-election is the same. Thus, we should expect as *p ϭ 0.05, **p ϭ 0.01, ***p ϭ 0.001, two-tailed tests. †Dummy variable, 1 ϭ lower chamber, 0 ϭ senate. ‡Dummy variable, 1 ϭ legislative chambers in non-reform states (Connecticut, Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina), 0 ϭ ballot reform states. §Dummy variable, 1 ϭ state with office bloc ballot, 0 ϭ state with other ballot design. ͉͉Dummy variable, 1 ϭ state with party column ballot, 0 ϭ state with other ballot design. † †Dummy variable, 1 ϭ state with party column or party strip ballot, 0 ϭ state with office bloc ballot. legislative chambers approach the membership stability rates of the House they should exhibit similar committee retention rates. 34 In the first three columns in Table 2 , we present regression equations with committee retention rate as the dependent variable and variables for the percentage of legislative members returning to the chamber, the various versions of the Australian ballot reform and the structural variables employed in Table 1 . These equations produce one positive finding: committee retention rates increase significantly -both statistically and substantively -as the percentage of members who return to the chamber increases. The size of the coefficients across the equations is impressive. A 25 percentage point increase in the membership return rate to the chamber translates into an increase in committee retention rates of more than 13 percentage points. This finding is consistent with the results of an earlier study that examined committee specialization in state legislatures over the twentieth century.
35 34 Katz and Sala, 'Careerism, Committee Assignments, and the Electoral Connection', p. 29, include a membership turnover variable in their model. 35 According to Hedlund and Hamm, 'The Evolution and Role of Committee Specialization in the Legislative Process', p. 21, 'Without doubt, the major driving force in terms of the various measures of individual legislator specialization is the amount of stability among the legislative membership. In fact, it accounts for almost 50 per cent of all of the significant relationships. As chamber membership stability increases, the average number of committee assignments, the level of committee experience, and the level of committee carryover increase.'
With one exception, the coefficients for the various ballot reform variables in Table 2 are in the wrong direction. Only the dummy variable for party column and party strip ballot states takes the correct sign. All of the reform coefficients, however, fail to achieve statistical significance, although the Australian ballot coefficient in Equation 2 just misses achieving statistical significance (but in the wrong direction) at the most generous limits (p ϭ 0.110, two-tailed). Thus, from a cross-sectional look at over sixty-five legislative chambers, it seems clear that committee retention rates were influenced by the overall stability of legislative membership, not by the introduction of any version of the Australian ballot reform.
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In their analysis Katz and Sala find that House members were more likely to give up committee assignments in their first term or two than they were over the next several terms in office. 37 Thus committee property rights only fully revealed themselves for those members who served more than a few terms. In many states, however, relatively few legislators at this time were apt to serve for more than a term or two. It is hard to see how similar committee property rights could materialize in organizations where not many members were in office long enough to assert them.
But do they appear where members are more likely to return (and, thus, more like the US House) and where Australian ballot reform in some version occurred? We test this proposition in Equations 4 and 5 of Table 2 . We cause both the Australian ballot reform dummy variable and the office bloc ballot dummy variable to interact with the percentage of members returning to the chamber variable. In Equation 4 we assess the interaction between the absence of the Australian ballot and member return rates. Overall, the variables behave much the same as in Equation 1. The main difference is that the Australian ballot dummy variable takes the anticipated negative sign, although it continues to be far from achieving statistical significance. The interaction term also fails to achieve statistical significance, although it comes reasonably close (p ϭ 0.144). The coefficient, however, suggests that in the absence of the Australian ballot, committee retention rates increase with membership retention rates. The implication is, of course, that membership return rates, not ballot reform, drive committee retention rates.
As we argued earlier, however, it is in office bloc states -not the more inclusive category of Australian ballot reform states -where the effect of electoral reforms on committee retention rates should be most clearly manifested. In Equation 5 the coefficient for the office bloc variable takes a negative sign and approaches statistical significance (p ϭ 0.152). The size of the coefficient is substantial, suggesting an almost 13 point decrease in committee retention rates in office bloc ballot states, contrary to what the Katz and Sala theory would suggest. But the interaction term provides their theory some salvation. The positive coefficient, which also approaches statistical significance (p ϭ 0.115), shows that as more members return to a chamber in office bloc ballot states, committee retention rates increase. The size of the effect is not trivial; for every 10 percentage point increase in members returning to the chamber in office bloc ballot states, committee retention rates increase by almost 3 percentage points.
Overall, we find little evidence to support the idea that the introduction of the Australian ballot 36 It may seem reasonable to charge the equations in Table 2 with being misspecified, because we failed to control for any effects of partisan change. One defence we can offer is that the period being studied experienced remarkable political stability. The mean percentage change in party membership between 1907 and 1909 for the fifty-seven chambers for which we have data was 5.5 per cent; the median was 3 per cent. These low levels of partisan change are not surprising. The South was, of course, a one-party region, particularly at the state legislative level. Nationally, in presidential contests only three states changed the party they supported between the 1904 and 1908 elections. And between the 1907 and 1909 elections, the Republicans lost only two seats in the US Senate and three seats in the US House. It strikes us as highly unlikely that any measure of partisan change will materially alter our results. Another potential concern might be that there were different numbers of 'desirable' committees in state legislatures compared with Congress. We do not find this concern to be compelling. The most important committees across American legislatures tend to be a constant set: a tax policy committee, an appropriations committee, some variant on a rules committee, and often a judiciary committee. Thus, we think we are on safe ground in suggesting that the number of desirable committees is roughly the same across legislative chambers. 37 Katz and Sala, 'Careerism, Committee Assignments, and the Electoral Connection', p. 30.
or other ballot reforms resulted in a demand for committee property rights at the state legislative level. Instead, we find a strong relationship between membership stability and committee retention rates. Indeed, the weight of our analysis suggests that committee retention rates increase with chamber return rates, regardless of the Australian ballot version. A final question to address, then, is why did retention rates vary between Congress and the states, and why did they vary between the states? E X P L A I N I N G M E M B E R S H I P S T A B I L I T Y Theoretically, as a legislature professionalizes it may also be ripe for institutionalization. 38 The line of reasoning is that as a legislature professionalizes its members have incentives to adopt the sorts of routines and rules that Polsby and Price found developed over time in the US House. 39 We would anticipate that the more professionalized the legislature, the more likely that its members will see value in keeping their committee assignments session after session for the reasons offered by Katz and Sala. We use annual salary in 1910 as our measure of legislative professionalization. 40 There were, of course, some significant differences between Congress and state legislatures in terms of the incentives offered for service. In 1910 members of Congress earned far higher salaries than did their state counterparts. Congressional salaries had been raised to $7,500 in 1909 from $5,000. 41 State legislative salaries varied considerably, although even the best-paid -New York legislators earned $1,500 annually -received far less than members of Congress. 42 A 1908 state constitutional amendment raised the pay for California legislators from $8 a day to $1,000 for each regular biennial session, the rate given in Illinois, and Ohio. 43 Not all annual or biennial salaries were as generous. Members of the New Hampshire legislature, for example, earned $200 a biennial session. (That rate was established by an 1889 amendment to the state constitution and has not been changed since.) The average salary in the states that paid them was about $500 annually. 44 The majority of state legislators, however, were paid by the day while the legislature was in session. In Colorado, the rate was $7 per day; in Idaho it was $5 per day. Bryce reports that $5 a day was the average in states paying 'per diems'. 45 Thus, in terms of financial incentives, some state legislatures were more like Congress than were other state legislatures.
How does professionalization influence chamber return rates? A simple model examining membership stability is presented in Table 3 . Here we use chamber return rates as the dependent variable and annual salary and ballot reforms as the independent variables. We also control for legislative chamber because of the typically different terms of office and membership sizes. While there may be important variables excluded from these regressions, the results appear to point in an important direction. Controlling for legislative chamber, chamber retention rates increase with salary. The effect is substantial. For every $100 increase in salary, chamber return rates increase by 4 percentage points. There also is a hint that the Australian ballot reform exerts some effect. Although none of the reform variables achieve statistical significance in any of the equations, interpreting their coefficients in a straightforward manner suggests that failure to introduce the secret ballot reduces chamber return rates by between 5 and 24 points. Thus we find some indirect evidence that the electoral reform might have had an effect on committee property rights through increased membership stability, a critical intermediary variable that varied substantially across legislative bodies.
C O N C L U S I O N
We find little evidence that committee property rights appeared in state legislatures at the same time as they took root in the US House of Representatives, even though both institutions were exposed to the same electoral reform. The absence of committee property rights in state legislatures suggests that their appearance in the House cannot be attributed directly to the introduction of the Australian ballot. Instead our results suggest that the change in the electoral system was influential only in conjunction with a substantial level of membership stability in the institution. Thus, our analysis is consistent with Price's observation that, 'For the House there could be no question of modern-type "seniority" until membership stability was reduced to a level such that there was substantial continuity of committee service. Such de facto stability tends to generate demands for de jure seniority.'
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Our findings do hint at the possibility that the Australian ballot reform contributed to the increased 46 Price, 'Congress and the Evolution of Legislative "Professionalism" ', p. 14.
desire to pursue a career within the US House. This, in turn, led House members to mould the rules and norms of the body to meet their long-term career needs, in part through the establishment of committee property rights. As other studies in a variety of legislative settings have noted, careerism arises only when incumbents both desire to get re-elected and have the means to secure re-election.
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Although the ability to get re-elected may well have been present in most, if not all, state legislatures at the beginning of the twentieth century, the desire to pursue an extended career within these legislatures was lacking. Thus, most state legislatures and the US House evolved differently, although they were operating within the same electoral environment. Finally, we think our findings demonstrate the value of testing legislative theories from a comparative perspective. Theories developed with one legislative chamber in mind are, of course, apt to be limited in their application. By collecting and analysing data on many legislative chambers rather than on just one, we gain considerable leverage on answering the question of how the Australian ballot reform influenced legislative organization and behaviour. It is by looking at the relationship between the introduction of the Australian ballot and committee retention rates across a range of legislative organizational schemes that the overpowering intervening importance of chamber membership retention rates becomes obvious. This leads us to suggest that the evolution of legislative careers in America has been more responsive to differences in member salaries than to reforms in the electoral process.
